10 Years of QDM on Public Land
Lessons Learned



Presenter
Presentation Notes
We’ve been practicing Quality Deer Management on selected portions of Fort Bragg since 1999.  I’d like to share some preliminary data from the past 10 years, as well as an overview of the program, and some important lessons we’ve learned.  
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
This is the one and only Boone and Crockett deer harvested on Fort Bragg, and to my knowledge, the first B&C buck harvested in the true Sandhills region.   This buck was harvested in 2001.  It grossed 186 B&C points, and netted 171 4/8.   It was the largest deer killed  on public lands in NC  in 2001, and the 8th largest deer harvested in the state.
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Presentation Notes
Fort Bragg is known as the home of the Airborne.  It is most heavily trained on post in the world, and by population, the largest in the world.  43,000 military and 8,000 civilians train and work on Fort Bragg.  
Originally established as Camp Bragg in 1918 as an artillery firing facility in preparation for WWI, Fort Bragg  was also a training facility for all 5 US airborne divisions who saw combat in WWII.  Additionally, over 200,000 US soldiers received basic combat training here during the height of the Vietnam War.
Soldiers from Fort Bragg continue  today as America’s Contingency Force currently serving in Afghanistan and Iraq.

The bottom line is Fort Bragg is a training post.  We hunt around training period.
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Presentation Notes
Fort Bragg encompasses around 170,000 acres  in 4 counties.  We lie nestled between Spring Lake to the East, Fayetteville to the SE, Raeford to the South, and Southern Pines to the West.

Fort Bragg is open to public for both hunting and fishing.  Big Game hunting slots are prorated, with 70% percent of available slots reserved for military personnel.

We are in the NC Eastern Deer Season area.
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Presentation Notes
The post is divided into 49 major training areas that are scheduled for hunting  as training  allows.

There are 4 impact areas, totaling 30,000 acres  that have been permanently closed to hunting since 1993.  These areas are an obvious source of older age deer  dispersing into the adjacent training areas.

The Muddy Creek Quality Deer Management Area (QDMA) is this area of the installation.    Muddy Creek QDMA  is comprised entirely of recent acquisitions of  International Paper company land and the Overhills Tract, formerly owned by the Rockefellers
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
We kicked this off with some very specific goals in mind

Older age bucks and balanced sex ratios
Ability to make adjustments as necessary.

Expand our Food plot program into this area.

Lower hunter density to provide a quality hunting experience.   The rest of the Hunting areas on Fort Bragg have a maximum hunter  density of 1 hunter per one hundred acres.  The Muddy Creek density is 1 hunter  for every 200 acres of habitat.



Antler Restrictions

At least 3 points (>1") on one side.

or

Inside Spread > 12"
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
To be a legal buck in the Quality Deer Management area, the  deer must meet at least one of two criteria:
At  least 3 points, greater than or equal to 1”, on one side.

Or, and inside spread of at least 12”.

We set these antler restrictions a by looking at  around 18 years of harvest data on post.  Under these restrictions, we would be protecting nearly 96% of the yearling age class, and over 20% of the 2.5 year class,


Playing the hand we’re dealt

That one population on exceptionally poor habitat did not show a significant
density-dependent response for recruitment may suggest that some habitats are
too poor for such a process to be operative or detectable. LA

KEYSER, P.D., C.G. GUYNN,JR., AND H.S. Hill, JR. 2005 Density-dependent reormtment patterns in whlte-
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. density independent factors such as rainfall and hard mast eXert tremendous
mquence on these herds through their effect on nutrition. in t\h“e absence of either
rain or mast, baseline levels of nutritioll are simply too poor to allow for any
alteration‘in either herd dynamics or condition. The habitat at BR is of such low
ggt‘a_tllty that such a pattern would be expected (Shea and Osborne 1995)

bk EYSER P.D.; C.G. GUYNN,JR., AND H.S. Hrt& JR 12005. Population denSIty physical condition
gatlonshlps in white-tailed deer. Journal of Wildlife- Management 69:356-365
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Presentation Notes
We do have some serious habitat limitations in respect to traditional white-tailed deer management. 
Research and modeling specific to the Fort Bragg population indicates we probably can’t detect  any density-dependent factors  influencing either recruitment or herd condition due to the low nutritional plane inherent in the Sandhills.




1999 — 4,500 ac.
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Presentation Notes

This was the original delineation of the Muddy Creek  QDMA  totaling 4,500 acres.  At the time, we thought this was a good start and the size wouldn’t cause too much concern among our hunters.  We hunted ths area under antler restrictions during the 1999-2000 deer season.


= 2000 Hunter Survey

51% thought the best management strategy for buck harvest was mandatory
antler restrictions in specific areas, but not in all hunting areas.

44% thought that antler restrictions would hinder efforts to introduce
young hunters to deer hunting. 53%thoug t they would help
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
In March 2000, we randomly selected a 25% sample of licensed big-game hunters on to receive a Deer Hunter Survey.  The 25% sample was proportional to military and civilian license holders.  We mailed 388 surveys with a stamped return envelope.  Our survey was similar to surveys done in Arkansas and Georgia. Mail return response was 47% 

The survey was designed to assess hunters’ opinions and attitudes in 4 areas; deer numbers, the Muddy Creek Quality Deer Management Area, deer quality, and harvest strategies.  It also contained four questions from a 1981 Survey to determine any changes in hunter demographics.  

The survey showed that over 50% agreed with antler restrictions in some areas. 
Only around 40% thought that antler restrictions would hinder youth initiation. 
Kind of a mixed response here.  Although over  50 percent would support antler restrictions for all hunting areas, around 40% remained opposed.



Quality Deer Management is a popular term used today. The word
“quality” means different things to different people, Which of the
following characteristics do you consider when defining “quality

deer”?

a

b
C
d

.. Sex of the deer e. Antler s pread

. Age of the deer f. “Antler mass
. Weight of the dger g. None of the above

. Number of Pi_hlts
-.-'.

Age Weight Points Spread Mass None of
the above
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Presentation Notes
We did receive some surprises in regard to what our hunters considered quality.

In response to the above question, our hunters  chose Weight, then mass, then points, then spread.  Age came 2d to last.  Now remember, we couldn’t make good on the top three choices based on habitat limitations.  Our goal was to produce more bucks in older age classes, period.

Never letting facts stand in the way of a good decision, we charged ahead.



Which one of the above characteristics BEST defines the term “Quality Deer”?
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Here is a similar question about the BEST determinate of quality.  

No surprises here except that age did surpass spread.
Finally something we could work with.



2000 - 13,000 ac.
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Presentation Notes
Also in 2000, we had one of Dr. Lancia’s PhD candidates finishing his research project which included a telemetry study that looked at home range sizes.  Mark wasted no time informing us that our original plan, while admirable,  was too small an area.  He explained that the area was not big enough to contain the majority of dispersing yearling males.

This new data, coupled with the hunters survey, was enough evidence to warrant expansion.

 SO IN 2000, WE EXPANDED THE AREA TO 13,000 ACRES.  NEARLY TRIPLING THE  ORIGINAL SIZE.




2001 — 22,000 ac.
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Presentation Notes
We increased the area again in 2001 mostly for logistical purposes.  Going from 13000 acres to the present 22,000 acres was actually met with hunter support.  Now remember, we forced 4500 acres on them, asked if they thought we should increase it, and then just told them we would increase it more.  Something about this just felt right across the board and we had support.
The little river was an obvious demarcation line, so now everything north of the Little River is QDMA.  It is a very definable area and our hunters can relate to this.
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Presentation Notes
The habitat in the Muddy Creek area is very diverse for the Sandhills.  It is  interspersed with many small to medium sized agricultural fields and some pasture.  The forested areas  are mostly pine. Drainages contain black gum, sweet gum, cypress yellow poplar and red maple.  Bottom land hardwood areas contain white oak and water  oak predominantly.  Upland areas contain mostly post oak and red oak.

This area was basically a retreat for the Rockefellers, and hunting was an intermittent activity at best.

So How does it work?
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
We have very rigid processes in place for hunter control.

We have Mandatory Sign-Out

and  a Mandatory Check Station

And for very good reasons
It allows for a very safe and comfortable hunting atmosphere.

And most importantly, we can set and control our antlerless harvest daily and adjust as necessary.
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Data collection is key to this whole process.   We man our check station  every day we are open for hunting.  We provide a skinning shed with gambrels, stainless cutting tables, and running water for processing harvested deer.  We also have 2 walk-in coolers for hanging deer.  All of this is paid for through permit sales and it’s a good incentive for the hunters to check in their deer.
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Presentation Notes
We were able to easily integrate this new area into our  existing agriculture program.
The abundance and location of openings on the QDMA allowed for easy establishment and maintenance  of food plots.





Presenter
Presentation Notes
We are fortunate to have a local QDMA branch that is instrumental in achieving our goals for this area as well as all management areas on Fort Bragg.  They have been  a real  asset to our  program, and we rely on them heavily to meet our management goals.

So what about results?






Total Harvest by Sex 1999-2008

@ Bucks
B Does



Presenter
Presentation Notes
By design, we expected lighter harvest  in this management area.  Remember we have fewer  legal bucks and our hunter density is technically half that of the rest of the post. 
 
This graph gives an idea of the harvest numbers and proportions. Notice, that for the most part, we are harvesting more does (the purple bars), than bucks (the blue bars).

This hiccup was a result of some mid-stream adjustments to try to offset declining recruitment, a phenomenon we’re still dealing with in all management areas and  we believe that coyote predation is a factor.
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Presentation Notes
These are the only harvest data available prior to our ownership.
 I believe they are State DMAP data.  1997 was the year we purchased, and the last year the previous owners hunted it.  I don’t know if this reported harvest  was a coincidence or not.  

But the main points are the scarcity of bucks older than 2.5 years (the green and purple), complete lack of anything over  3.5  (the purple) in 6 of nine years, and of course, the high proportion of 1.5 (in blue) in the harvest.

Contrasting these data with harvest data from 1999 forward demonstrates a marked change in both age class structure and harvest proportions.  Especially in the 3.5 year olds and up, the green and purple.
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
We had a pretty good idea now that the antler restrictions were starting to work, we appeared to be meeting our goal of producing, and harvesting older aged bucks.

But was there anything else happening?  Even though the models told us not to expect any changes, we nonetheless had to look.  After all everyone knows all models are wrong,  some are useful.  This buck harvest coincided with a very liberal doe harvest during this period, and the data were readily available.  So we decided to compare the QDMA with the rest of the management areas by looking at some harvest parameters we routinely examine.

These charts  are in order starting from the left Yearlings, 2.5, 3.5, and 4.5+ (show).   

Really nothing  here for weights.   All mean weights  fall within the expected range.
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Again, for inside spread

Still nothing with inside spread, some slight deviation in the yearling and 2.5 yr class, but probably not significant.
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Same pattern with points.  This value for yearling bucks is skewed due to a sample size of 1 in 2008, which just happened to be an 8 pointer.



Mean Beam Diameters 1999-2008 (in)
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
And finally, beam diameter.  Maybe a slight difference in the 4.5 + age class.  We think this is an effect of the impact areas serving as a source for older deer. 

In retrospect, maybe the model was one of the useful ones.



Antlered Bucks by Mgmt. Area 2001-2008
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
The QDMA did lead all management areas in total harvest of bucks with 6 or more points, and bucks with 8 or more points.  This pattern held until we looked at bucks with 10 points or better.  As you can see, the sample  drops way off, and the QDMA tied for fourth place in this category.
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Even though the QDMA  technically had half of the hunter density of the other management areas, it didn’t necessarily receive half of the  hunting pressure.  So we looked at the same antlered buck categories by unit area, square miles.  This allowed us to standardize data to account for larger  management areas.  As you can see, the Western Management Area was the highest producer of both 6+ and 8+ bucks.  The QDMA was 3rd in 6 points or better, and 6th in 8 points or better.  Additionally, all management areas but 1, the NEA,  exceeded the QDMA in 10 points or better .  Again, we believe this is a function of the proximity of these other management areas to the non-hunted impact as opposed to the QDMA which is physically separated from those impact areas.


QDM vs. Post Antlered Age Class Structure (1999-2008)
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Now all of the previous analyses provided us some very good information, but our goal was, and remains managing for older bucks for a variety of reasons. 
 I think this chart indicates that goal is being met.
I apologize for this chart, but it’s really not as bad as it looks.  The QDMA is the left bar, and the rest of the post is the right bar.
As you can see, that in the QDMA,  we harvested a
Higher proportion of 2.5 year olds in 8 out of 10 years,  red.
Higher proportion of 3.5  year-olds in  8 out of 10 years, green
Higher proportion of 4.5+  year-olds in 7 out of 10 years, purple.
And the expected lower proportion of yearling bucks in all years, indicated in blue..

While these data don’t represent the effects as neat and linear as some populations do, and age class shifts are not dramatic between years, they do indicate some real differences.
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Next, I wanted to share with you some pictures of previous year’s QDMA harvest.  
You’re going to see some phenomenal bucks at this classic over the next few days. Just remember these bucks were born, raised, and harvested on Sand.

Lucky hunter on the 2d to last day of the season in 04.
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Couple more late season bucks.  
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Nice typical 8 point.
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2005
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2005 again.
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Nice 11 point from 2005.
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
2006  Nice 7 point with good mass.
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Nice archery kill from 2004
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Nice, high, 9 point from 2002.
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Now we couldn’t slight the other management areas just by showing pictures of the QDMA.  So here are a couple of pictures from the rest of the post.

13 Point from 02
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2004 was a very good year across the board.  Nice 12 Point.
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Nice 9 point from 2006.


Future Direction

*Follow-up Hunter Survey 2009-2010

*Agricultural Outlease plan developed
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
So what’s next.  
We plan to do a follow-up survey identical to the one in 2000 just to keep our finger on our hunter’s pulse and to see if there were any demographic shifts.

We’re in the initial phase of a lease program to lease approx.  300 acres for agricultural  production in this area.

Pending  results from the next Hunter Survey, we are seriously looking at expanding this strategy  to additional management areas.  

And finally, I think we have very good support for this management strategy, our customers have accepted it, and we are seeing positive results in spite of our habitat limitations.  We think it’s a keeper.   
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The End
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